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Dear Francis, 

This is a combined reply to your letters of July 15(I) and 
August 3(11). I was in the process of finishing my comments on 
(I), when (II) arrive.d, 

I am not surprised that you were not surprised (II) that I 
felt I had to reply to Nature’s remarks. Not Nature, actually, but 
some masked reporter. What a stomach-centered creature, with his 
custard pie and hot potato ‘., He seems to have a gustatory hang-up, 
which perhaps compensates for his ignorance of diffraction, among 
other things. 

I gather from (II) that Nature has agreed to publish a considered 
article by you, which is certainly preferable to a hasty letter. If this 
is to contain the points at issue as you see them,i. e., that non-crystallo- 
graphic dyads cause numerous reflections to be effectively centric and 
that in centric structures my arguments have much less force, it would 
be only correct if the same issue contained my point of view. Inasmuch 
as I am in no position to ring up the editor, as you have done, to make 
the appropriate arrangements, why donft you explain the above to him? 
I just happen to have a manuscript on this subject which constituted the 
first half of my first paper to Science, but which was scissored by the ref- 
erees, who wanted the emphasis on DNA, and not Fourier analysis, contrary 
to my original intention. It wouldn*t take too much trouble to make it 
suitable for a short Nature article to accompany yours. 

However, I see no reason why you should quote my opinion in your 
paper. I would say that my opinion rightly belongs in a paper authored by 
me, while your papers should contain your own conclusions, *based on your 
experience and knowledge of the literature. 

To return to (I), most of it is really not concerned with Fourier 
analysis, and is thus not germane to what I have been talking about. What 
Khorana did, and what the evidence is for how the chains run, etc., has 

nothing whatever to do with the calculation of p (xyz) and why that calcu- 
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lat ion, in  th is  case,  doesn* t  p rove  any th ing . 

It is in terest ing th a t you  h a v e  es tab l i shed th a t I d o  n o t h a v e  
a n  a d e q u a te  g rasp  o f he l ica l  di f f ract ion theory .  Y o u  a re  n o t a w a r e  
th a t the re  is n o  such  th i ng  as  he l ica l  di f f ract ion theory .  Th is  “theo ry” 
d o e s n ’t te l l  us  o n e  whi t  m o r e  th a n  th e  express ion  F h M  =  ,& ‘fie x p 2 +  

(hxi  t kyi  t Bzi) ,  wh ich  has  b e e n  k n o w n  fo r  qu i te  s o m e  tim e . T h e  “theo ry” 
mere ly  p rov ided  a  short-cut,  in  prec ise ly  th e  s a m e  way  K n o ttS s  mo lecu la r  
structure factor  m e th o d  did,  b u t n o  o n e  ta lks  a b o u t mo lecu la r  structure 
factor  theory .  

Final ly,  I see  n o  reason  fo r  you  to  p e r s u a d e  th e  K ing’s g r o u p  to  
m a k e  ava i lab le  to  m e  d a ta  wh ich  they  shou ld  h a v e  pub l i shed  in  th e  first 
p lace.  It a m a z e s  m e  th a t s o m e  p e o p l e  cons ider  the i r  st ructures “genera l l y  
accep te d ”. A s  m y  second  m e n tor  in  crysta l lography,  J. H . S turdivant ,  
o fte n  said,  “pub l i sh  your  d a ta , fo r  wi thout  th e m  your  structures can  on ly  
b e  accep te d  o n  faith, wh ich  has  n o  p lace  in  sc ience”. S o  m u c h  fo r  d o g m a , 
wh ich  h a s n S t b e e n  d o i n g  so  wel l  lately. 

You rs  ever ,  

kk 
Jerry D o n o h u e  

JD:pm 
cc: M r. J o h n  M a d d o x  


